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Personality and Work-Home Interaction among Dual-Earner Couples in South Africa: 
Testing an Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 
Abstract 
This study aimed to investigate the effect of personality on work-home interaction crossover 
effects among dual-earner couples in South Africa. Dual-earner couples (n = 264; 132 
couples) with young children were the participants. They completed measures on work-home 
interaction and personality respectively. Multilevel modelling was used to analyze 
predictions for six personality variables and four work-home interaction outcome variables. 
We also examined interaction effects between husbands’ and wives’ actor effects, as well as 
between their partner effects. Results suggest only wives’ Extraversion, Emotional Stability 
and Openness positively influenced husbands’ experience of work-home interaction. Work-
home personality crossover actor effects were more pronounced for wives in that an increase 
in Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability and Extraversion would lead to a possible increase 
in the experience of positive work-home and home-work interaction and decrease in negative 
and work-home home-work interaction, depending on the personality factor. Partner effects 
were stronger for husbands in that an increase in Extraversion in wives will increase 
husbands’ experience of positive home-work interaction. A gendered effect appears to 
influence work-home interaction among South Africans working couple and important for 
interventions for balanced work and home lives. 
Keywords:  work-home interaction, personality, actor-partner interdependence model, 
dual-earner couples, South African Personality Inventory 
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Introduction 
Work and family are intertwined domains of human life, and individuals seek 
harmony between work and family lives (Ho, Chen, Cheung, Liu, & Worthington, 2013). 
However, the nature and quality of work–family interaction may be significantly predicted by 
individuals’ personalities (cf. Wayne, Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004). Geurts et al. (2005) defined 
work-home interaction as “a process in which a worker’s functioning (behavior) in one 
domain (e.g. home) is influenced by (negative or positive) load reactions that have built up in 
the other domain (e.g. work)” (p. 322). Every person has a natural and relative stable 
disposition to behave, think, and feel in a certain way regardless of the situation they find 
themselves in; individuals do not simply disregard their natural disposition when they are 
going to work or when they are at home (Kinnunen et al., 2003; Michel, Clark, & Jaramillo, 
2011). This study sought to apply a spillover-crossover approach to investigate work-home 
interaction among dual-earner couples in the South African setting.  
Work-Home Interaction 
Four different types of work-home interaction have been differentiated (Geurts et al. 
(2005): (1) negative work-home interaction (working environment negatively influences 
experiences at home), (2) positive work-home interaction (positive experiences at work 
promote positive functioning at home), (3) negative home-work interaction (negative 
experiences at home hinder an individual’s functioning at work), and (4) positive home-work 
interaction (positivity is experienced within the working environment as a result of optimal 
functioning at home).  
Within the work-home interaction sphere, spillovers happens in which experiences 
one domain (e.g., home) influence experiences within another (e.g., work). This is referred to 
as a crossover effects in which for dual-earner families, “…social systems in which both 
partners’ work and family roles are interrelated” (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002, p. 306). 
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Personality traits may influence a person’s perception and approach to work and home role 
responsibilities. For instance, one type of person may choose to focus on work 
responsibilities while another type of person may decide to focus on home responsibilities 
(Beauregard, 2006; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002). Personality traits may therefore be a 
resource for work-home family role functions. The extent to which a person experiences 
emotional strain or enrichment may be influenced by his/her personality disposition may 
depend on a crossover effect of personality factors on work and family life  
(Beauregard, 2006; Blanch & Aluja, 2009; Bruck & Allen, 2003; Dunn & O’Brien, 2013; 
Lapierre & Allen, 2012; Rantanen, Kinnunen, & Pulkkinen, 2013; Selvarajan, Singh, & 
Cloninger, 2016).  
Work-home crossover effects may be stronger for women than for men as women are 
typically both employees and homemakers. Some studies have shown that there are no gender 
differences in work-home interaction (Demerouti, Geurts, & Kompier, 2004; Frone, Russel, 
& Cooper, 1992; Geurts et al., 2005; Liu & Cheung, 2015; Ho et al., 2013;  Kinnunen, 
Geurts, & Mauno, 2004), while others have reported gender differences (Stevens, Kiger, & 
Riley, 2006; Symoens & Bracke, 2015). Social roles based on gender differences have 
changed greatly over the years so that both men and women engaging non-traditional 
functions in their families and in society.  
Dyadic Relation Studies 
Dyadic studies seek to gather and analyze data that effect both the characteristics of 
the individual who provides the observation as well as the characteristics of the individual’s 
partner (Kenny & Cook, 1999). The Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) 
specifically examines both intrapersonal (actor) and interpersonal (partner) psychological 
phenomena (Dunn & O’Brien, 2013). According to Cook and Kenny (2005), the APIM is 
“…a model of dyadic relationships that integrates a conceptual view of interdependence in 
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two person relationships using the appropriate statistical techniques for measuring and testing 
it” (p. 101). Therefore, data regarding two individuals were linked and/or correlated in such a 
way that insight into one individual’s standing on a variable inevitably provides information 
regarding the other individual’s standing on the same variable (Cook & Kenny, 2005).  
The APIM is a model that allows for simultaneously estimating the effect of a 
person’s own variable (actor effect) and the effect of same variable but from the partner 
(partner effect) on an outcome variable (Kenny, 2013) (see Figure 1) (see also Ho et al., 
2013). In Figure 1, the actor effect is denoted by the effect of X1 on Y1 (e.g., effect of 
husband’s personality traits on his own work-home interaction), while the partner effect is 
denoted by X2 on Y1 (e.g., effect of wife’s personality traits on husband’s work-home 
interaction). According to Kenny (2013), (1) the actor and partner variables are the same 
variable from different individuals, and (2) all individuals are treated as both actors and 
partners.  
South African Studies on Work-Family Role Interaction 
Only a few few South African studies have examined on work-family role interaction 
as antecedents and outcomes of work-family role interaction. For instance, Bobat, Mshololo, 
and Reuben (2012), and Downes and Koekemoer (2012) found personal obligations time that 
people spent at work and technology use to provide for flexible working hours allowing for 
healthy interaction between work and personal commitments. De Klerk, Nel and Koekemoer 
(2015) reported on positive spillover between work and family roles while De Klerk et al. 
(2015). Nel, Koekemoer and Nel (2015) found a negative work-home interaction associated 
with depression and anxiety among the partners 
Goals of the study. This study aimed to investigate work-family role crossover effects 
among dual–earner families taking into account their personality dispositions. The study 
sought to address the following question:  
Work Effects Crossover in Dyads   6 
 
(1) How do individuals’ personality traits influence own and partners’ experience of 
work-home interaction? 
We addressed the research question taking into account possible gendered effects. 
Method 
Participants and setting 
Participants were 123 dyads of couples were collected (N = 246). Although not all 
couples in this study were married they were all in a serious committed relationship, we 
therefore refer to the male partners as ‘husbands’ and the female partners as ‘wives’. It is 
important to note that the current study focused on distinguishable dyads as the statistical 
processes that were followed differ from the analyses that would have been followed if the 
dyads were indistinguishable (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). 
The mean age of the participants was 43 (SD = 7.42) for men and 40 (SD = 7.16) for 
women. The racial distribution was African (37%), Coloured (7%), Indian (2%), and White 
(50%). Most of the participants had a post-school qualification (68%) and were working in 
areas such as engineering, manufacturing and production (14%), finance or accounting 
(11%), or administration (9%).  
Measures 
Participants completed two assessments measuring work-home interaction and 
personality respectively: The Survey Work-Home Interaction – NijmeGen (SWING; Geurts et 
al., 2005) and the South African Personality Inventory (SAPI; Fetvadjiev, Meirin, Van de 
Vijver, Nel, & Hill, 2015).  
The SWING consists of 27 items that divide into four subscales: (1) negative work-
home interaction (NWHI; nine items), (2) positive work-home interaction (PWHI; six items), 
(3) negative home-work interaction (NHWI; six items), and (4) positive home-work 
interaction (PHWI; six items). An example item from the NWHI is, “How often does it 
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happen that you cancel appointments with your spouse/family/friends due to work-related 
commitments?”), and an example item from the PWHI is “How often does it happen that you 
manage your time at home more efficiently as a result of the way you do your job?”). For an 
example, an item from the  NHWI reads:, “How often does it happen that you have difficulty 
concentrating on your work because you are preoccupied with domestic matters?”), whereas 
that from the  PHWI reads:  “How often does it happen that You come home cheerfully after 
a successful day at work, positively affecting the atmosphere at home?”).  
All items are scored on a four-point frequency rating scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 
4 (always). Previous South African work-home interaction studies reported internal 
consistency reliabilities of .70 to .90 for scores from the SWING (see De Klerk & Mostert, 
2010; Marais, Mostert, Geurts, & Taris, 2009; Rost & Mostert, 2007; Van Aarde & Mostert, 
2008). In the current study, scores from the SWING subscales achieved the Cronbach Alpha 
coefficients: NWHI = .86; PWHI = .74; NHWI = .85; and PHWI = .78. 
The SAPI consists of 146 items measuring six personality factors: (1) 
Conscientiousness (three facets, 31 items), Emotional Stability (two facets, 17 items), 
Extraversion (three facets, 16 items), Openness (four facets, 24 items), Negative Social-
Relational Disposition (three facets, 22 items), and Positive Social-Relational Disposition 
(five facets, 47 items). Examples of items include “Being friendly towards others”, 
“Disappointing others”, and “Being easy to talk to”. The Integrity facet loads on both the 
Conscientiousness and Positive Social-Relational Disposition factors. Items are answered on 
a five-point Likert scale ranging between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). The 
Emotional Instability facet’s items are reverse scored. Scores from the SAPI achieved 
Cronbach Alpha coefficients ranged between .85 and .97 in the present study. 
Procedure 
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Permission for the study was granted the University of Johannesburg. Dual-earner 
South African couples who considered themselves as being in a heterosexual committed 
relationship were invited through non-probability, purposive sampling to partake in the 
research study. The participants individually consented for study. The participants were 
informed of the purpose of the research and participation was voluntary, confidential with the 
right to withdraw at any given point.  
Statistical analyses 
We applied pairwise data structure analysis with the dyad as the unit of analysis 
instead of the individual (see Cook & Kenny, 2005; Ho et al., 2013). The results for the non-
independence test of the sample are presented in Table 1 which indicates that the work-home 
interaction relationships between husbands’ and wives’ scores displayed significant positive 
non-independence, ranging between small (r = .23) and medium (r = .43). Given the 
statistically supported non-independence of the observations, this result indicates that the 
dyads should be the unit of analysis, and not the individuals. 
<Insert table 1 here> 
Specifically, we utilized multilevel modelling for the data analysis in which gender 
was therefore effect coded with +1 for husbands and -1 for wives. We examined predictions 
for six types of variables (Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Extraversion, Openness, 
Positive Social Relational Disposition, and Negative Social Relational Disposition) and four 
outcome variables (NWHI, PWHI, NHWI, and PHWI). We also tested for interaction effects 
between gender and the actor/partner effects to determine whether there was a statistical 
difference between husbands’ and wives’ actor effects, as well as between their partner 
effects. The actor and the partner effects were estimated at the same time. Additionally, to 
confirm non-independence, the Compound Symmetry: Heterogeneous correlation (CSH r) 
was calculated and reported. 
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Results 
Table 2 presents the results of the multilevel analyses for actor and partner crossover 
effects. These are described next. 
<insert table 2 here> 
Actor effects (spillover). The actor effects represented the spillover effects of a 
person’s personality traits on the person’s own work-home interaction. The data suggest a 
decrease in Emotional Stability leads to an increase in NWHI for both husbands (b = -0.24) 
and wives (b = -0.35), while an increase in Negative Social Relational Disposition also leads 
to an increase in NWHI for both husbands (b = 0.20) and wives (b = 0.23). Lastly, the higher 
a husband’s Positive Social Relational Disposition the lower his NWHI (b = -0.20). 
The results also indicate that the lower a person’s level of Conscientiousness, the 
higher his/her experience of NHWI (husbands b = -0.30, wives b = -0.39). Similarly, the 
lower a person’s Emotional Stability, the higher his/her NHWI experiences (husbands b = -
0.48, wives b = -0.50). Additionally, both husbands’ and wives’ NHWI is increased when 
their standing on the Negative Social Relational Disposition trait is high (husbands b = 0.27, 
wives b = 0.39). 
A high level of Extraversion and Positive Social Relational Disposition had positive 
effects PWHI for both husbands (b = 0.32 and b = 0.40) and wives (b = 0.32 and b = 0.43). 
This means that the stronger husbands and wives’ own features of being sociable, playful, 
empathetic, and relational focused are, the more positive they will experience the spillover 
from their own work to their own home lives. Furthermore, the greater a wife’s levels of 
Conscientiousness and Openness the greater her PWHI (b = 0.45 and b = 0.69 respectively). 
This means that the higher the wives level of perseverance, orderliness, dependability, 
inquisitiveness, and innovation, the more likely their experience of spillover from work to 
home will be positive. The actor effects of both husbands and wives were significant for 
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Extraversion (husbands b = 0.41, wives b = 0.34), Openness (husbands b = 0.34, wives b = 
0.70), and Positive Social Relational Disposition (husbands b = 0.53, wives b = 0.42) on the 
one hand and PHWI on the other. When husbands and wives are respectively imaginative, 
inquisitive, lively, talkative, accommodating, compassionate, encouraging, they will 
experience the spillover from home to work in a positive manner. In addition, PHWI increase 
if wives have high levels of Conscientiousness (b = 0.54) and Emotional Stability (b = 0.24). 
This means the more conscientious, calm and accepting of self and emotions wives are, the 
more they will experience the spillover between home and work lives to be positive.  
Partner effects (crossover). We estimated the partner effects of the six personality 
traits on the four work-home interaction traits. The CSH rho values ranged between .22 and 
.46, confirming small to medium non-independence. Four partner effects proved to be 
significant. 
According to the results, the higher the wife’s level of Extraversion is, the higher the 
husband’s NWHI (b = 0.20). With regards to Emotional Stability, the stronger a wife’s 
Emotional Stability, the higher the husband’s PWHI (b = 0.22). The results indicate that the 
greater the wife’s level of Emotional Stability (b = 0.28) and Openness (b = 0.45), the greater 
the husband’s PHWI.  
  
Work Effects Crossover in Dyads   11 
 
Actor and Partner Interaction Effects by Gender. We observed a significant 
interaction in which the level of Openness individuals in relation to the experience of work-
home interaction differs between genders. The actor effects between Openness and PWHI 
were stronger for wives (b = 0.69, t(120) = 4.72) than the actor effects of husbands (b = 0.19, 
t(120) = 1.19). This means the better informed and observant of external and internal things 
wives are the greater will their positive experience of work influencing home be, while this is 
true in a much lesser degree for husbands. 
The partner effects revealed that three interactions between personality and work-
home interaction dimensions significantly differed between husbands and wives. These 
interactions were: Extraversion and NWHI (husbands: b = 0.20, t(120) = 2.23; wives: b = -
0.10, t(120) = -0.98), Openness and PWHI (husbands: b = 0.27, t(120) = 1.70; wives: b = -
0.23, t(120) = -1.57), and Openness and PHWI (husbands: b = 0.45, t(120) = 2.68; wives: b = 
-0.05, t(120) = -0.30). In all three of these interactions, the partner effects for the husbands 
were higher than the partner effects for the wives, and noteworthy was the decrease in work-
home interaction for husbands when their wives scored high on Extraversion and Openness. 
This means that certain personality traits wives possess may cause a fair amount of 
disharmony between husbands’ work and home lives. 
Discussion and Conclusion  
The results of the current study confirmed the spillover effect of certain personality 
traits into the work-home interaction domain.  
For wives specifically, if their level of Conscientiousness is high, optimal functioning 
within one domain (e.g., home) promotes functioning in the other (e.g., work). 
Conscientiousness is defined as being achievement orientated, preferring things to be 
organized and precise, as well as being respectful of culture and consistently dependable. 
According to Michel et al. (2011), conscientious individuals are more prone to strategize and 
Work Effects Crossover in Dyads   12 
 
intentionally work towards addressing difficulties in such a manner that negative spillover is 
minimized while positive spillover is amplified. Therefore, when wives structure and plan 
both their work and home responsibilities and deal with their tasks in a consistent manner, 
they will be able to balance their experience the expected spillover from one domain to the 
other. 
The results for this study showed that high Emotional Stability was a moderate 
predictor of wives’ PHWI. Belsky, Crnic, and Woodworth (1995) hypothesized that core 
personality traits may influence the domain that is most meaningful to a person and to which 
a person is most committed. While the traditional view that the home domain is solely the 
responsibility of the woman has changed significantly over the years with the increase of 
dual-earner couples, wives may still be taking on more responsibility for the effective 
functioning of the home domain due to an inherent greater commitment to this domain (see 
Belsky et al., 1995). Due to possibly finding more meaning within the home domain, wives 
may use their tendency to be calm, accepting and composed in most situations to manage the 
inevitable spillover between home and work life in a positive manner. 
Extraversion was a strong predictor of both husbands’ and wives’ PWHI and PHWI. 
Wayne et al. (2004) also found that Extraversion was related to both positive work-home and 
home-work interaction, and not to the negative interactions. It therefore seems that extraverts 
use their preference to be sociable to transfer positive energy between domains as well as to 
generate new and innovative ways that will serve as personal resource and as such enhance 
positive spillover (Michel et al., 2011; Wayne et al., 2004). 
Within the current study husbands and wives who were more broad-minded with an 
epistemic curiosity experienced greater positive spillover from their home domains into their 
work domains. Wives additionally experienced greater PWHI due to their openness. Michel 
et al. (2011) suggested that positive spillover is more prevalent amongst people scoring high 
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on the openness trait since these individuals are likely to investigate novel ideas and employ 
inventive solutions to deal with work-home interaction. Given that wives within dual-earner 
couples may still have greater responsibility to maintain the home domain, they may have 
more opportunity to develop creative skills to manage both home and work obligations 
effectively.  
The crossover results in which significant crossover effects were limited to the wives’ 
personal characteristics influencing their husbands’ experience of work-home interaction, 
were rather surprising. Three of the wives’ personality traits influenced some of the 
husbands’ work-home domains, while none of the husbands’ personality traits influenced 
their wives’ experience of work-home interaction. However, these findings are similar to 
those reported by Ho et al. (2013), who identified that wives’ family orientation personality 
trait had an influence on husbands’ work-to-family enhancement, while husbands’ family 
orientation personality trait had no influence on any of their wives’ work-home interactions.  
In the current study, it seems that when wives are generally composed and respectful, 
as well as not angry, worried or fearful, husbands will experience greater positive spillover 
from both work and home domains. Additionally, a husband’s home environment positively 
influences his work environment when his wife is more broad-minded, curious, 
knowledgeable and adaptable. Therefore, if a wife tends to handle life in an open and 
emotionally stable manner it may enhance the necessary resources for a husband to 
experience positive spillover between domains.  
Actor effects were stronger for wives than for their husbands, while the partner effects 
were stronger for husbands than for wives. This means personality traits of wives had a 
greater within effect on the spillover between their own work and home domains, while for 
husbands, the degree to which their wives display characteristics such as Extraversion and 
Openness crossover into the husbands’ experience of work-home interaction. Personality 
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characteristics are therefore a stronger predictor of work-home interaction spillover for 
women than for men, whereas personality characteristics are a stronger predictor of work-
home interaction crossover for men than for women.  Ho et al. (2013) speculated that wives 
were a primary source of support for husbands, while the opposite may not be true for wives. 
Antonucci and Akiyama (1987) found that women tend to have larger and multiple social 
support networks, while men are prone to solely rely on women for support.  
Limitations and Implications 
Various limitations can be noted for the current study. Since convenience sampling 
was used, the results do not give a comprehensive view of the topic under investigation for 
the entire South African population. Next, the cross-sectional nature of the study prevented 
drawing conclusions regarding the causal nature of personality; future longitudinal studies 
will assist in addressing this limitation. Lastly, the scope of the study was limited to 
personality and work-home interaction and did not include work or home demands and 
resources that could additionally influence and explain the work-home interaction 
phenomenon within the South African dyadic dual-earner context.  
Implications for Theory and Practice 
Spillover and crossover findings are consistent with the Conservation of Resources 
(COR) theory of Hobfol (1988, 1989, 1998) indicating that the actor may manage any 
frustrations, worries, growth or enhancement generated by work-home interaction, by 
employing resources such as personal characteristics, as well as the characteristics of their 
partners. The differences between husbands and wives can be framed within the social role 
theory, which contend that adult social roles and behavior establish the typecasting of gender 
differences (Banchefsky & Park 2016; Eagly, 1987). The increase in dual-earner families 
specifically changed in the stereotypical social roles of men and women, in which it seems 
Work Effects Crossover in Dyads   15 
 
wives may not be too dependent on their husbands when carving out balance between their 
work and home lives.  
Our study has the unique strength to have focused on the partner and crossover effects 
within a dyadic context, and not just the individual’s (the actor) experience of the work-home 
interaction construct as has been the norm in South African research (cf. Koekemoer & 
Mostert 2010a; Koekemoer & Mostert 2010b; Marais & Mostert, 2008; Mclellan & Uys, 
2009; Mostert, 2009; Nel, Koekemoer, & Nel, 2012; Rost & Mostert, 2007). This has the 
strength to expand the theoretical knowledgebase of work-home interaction within the South 
African context. 
In terms of practical implications, couple and family therapists may need to be 
attentive to counselling for balanced work and home life. Furthermore, work organization 
may need to educate employees through appropriate interventions on the effect of an 
individual’s personality on work-home interaction. It does however remain the responsibility 
of employees and their spouses to take cognizance of how their own personal predispositions 
may influence their work-home interaction statuses. 
Conclusion 
The findings suggest spillover and crossover effects of personality traits within the 
work-home interaction context for dual-earner couples Conscientiousness specifically 
influenced wives’ positive interactions, as well as both spouses’ NHWI. Emotional Stability 
affected both spouses’ spillover of negative interactions, as well as wives’ PHWI. 
Extraversion, Positive Social Relational Disposition affected both spouses’ spillover of 
positive interactions. Openness specifically influenced wives’ PWHI, as well as both 
spouses’ PHWI. Positive Social-Relational Disposition specifically influenced husbands’ 
NWHI and both spouses’ positive interactions. Negative Social Relational Disposition 
affected both spouses’ spillover of negative interactions. 
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The crossover effect of the spouses’ personality on work-home interaction was 
limited to wives’ Extraversion, Emotional Stability and Openness influencing their husbands’ 
work-home interactions. Husbands’ personality traits did not crossover into their wives’ 
work-home interactions. Lastly, wives seem to experience more significant spillover of their 
own personality traits into their work or home domains, while husbands experience more 
significant crossover of their wives’ personality traits into their (husbands’) work or home 
domains. 
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Figure 1. The actor–partner interdependence model for dyads.  
Note 1: X1 and Y2 represent the observed variables of the actor (e.g., husband) and X2 and 
Y2 represent the observed variables of partner (e.g., wife). E1 and E2 represent the 
unobserved variables. Straight single-headed arrows represent directional structural relations 
between variables, and curved bidirectional arrows depict non-directional associations 
between variables. 
Note 2: X1 = Personality characteristics of husbands; X2 = Personality characteristics of 
wives; Y1 = Work-home interaction domains of husbands; Y2 = Work-home interaction 
domains of wives; E1 = Unobserved variables related to husbands; E2 = Unobserved 
variables related to wives. 
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Table 1 
Non-independence Test for Distinguishable Members (Husbands and Wives): Pearson 
Correlation, t-test, and Confidence Interval 
Variable n r t df p 
CI of r 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
NWHI 123 .23 2.63 121 .010 0.06 0.39 
PWHI 123 .26 2.91 121 .004 0.08 0.41 
NHWI 123 .43 5.30 121 .000 0.28 0.57 
PHWI 123 .30 3.50 121 .001 0.13 0.46 
Note. CI = confidence interval; NWHI = Negative Work-Home Interaction; PWHI = Positive 
Work-Home Interaction; NHWI = Negative Home-Work Interaction; PHWI = Positive 
Home-Work Interaction. 
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Table 2 
Actor-Partner Independence Model for Work-Home Interaction Variables 
Variable NWHI PWHI NHWI PHWI 
β t β t β t β t 
Conscientiousness  (CSH r = .25, p = .004) (CSH r = .26, p = .002) (CSH r = .46, p = .000) (CSH r = .25, p = .003) 
Husbands         
 Intercept 1.84 40.96*** 2.54 48.24*** 1.50 32.41*** 2.80 48.67*** 
 Actor effect 0.00 ns 0.20 ns -0.30 -2.72** 0.22 ns 
 Partner effect 0.13 ns 0.03 ns 0.02 ns 0.26 ns 
Wives         
 Intercept 1.96 38.90*** 2.52 50.39*** 1.58 32.81*** 2.86 53.28*** 
 Actor effect -0.22 ns 0.45 3.24** -0.39 -2.96** 0.54 3.67*** 
 Partner effect 0.05 ns -0.03 ns -0.01 ns 0.10 ns 
Interaction effect for Actor*Gender -0.22 ns 0.24 ns -0.09 ns 0.32 ns 
Interaction effect for Partner*Gender -0.07 ns -0.09 ns -0.02 ns -0.16 ns 
         
Emotional Stability   (CSH r = .24, p = .006) (CSH r = .24, p = .005) (CSH r = .45, p = .000) (CSH r = .28, p = .001) 
Husbands         
 Intercept 1.87 39.29*** 2.55 45.45*** 1.57 33.14*** 2.81 45.73*** 
 Actor effect -0.24 -2.39* 0.13 ns -0.48 -4.83*** 0.22 ns 
 Partner effect -0.07 ns 0.22 2.07* 0.01 ns 0.28 2.31* 
Wives         
 Intercept 1.90 36.35 2.56 45.85*** 1.53 32.11*** 2.89 47.80*** 
 Actor effect -0.35 -3.45** 0.19 ns -0.50 -5.41*** 0.24 2.07* 
 Partner effect 0.10 ns -0.06 ns -0.12 ns -0.03 ns 
Interaction effect for Actor*Gender -0.11 ns 0.06 ns -0.02 ns 0.02 ns 
Interaction effect for Partner*Gender 0.17 ns -0.29 ns -0.13 ns -0.01 ns 
(continued) 
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Variable NWHI PWHI NHWI PHWI 
β T β t β t β T 
Extraversion  (CSH r = .24, p = .006) (CSH r = .25, p = .004) (CSH r = .44, p = .000) (CSH r = .28, p = .001) 
Husbands         
 Intercept 1.84 41.67*** 2.54 50.24*** 1.50 31.58*** 2.81 50.87*** 
 Actor effect -0.12 ns 0.32 3.25** -0.09 ns 0.41 3.82*** 
 Partner effect 0.20 2.23* 0.11 ns 0.11 ns 0.13 ns 
Wives         
 Intercept 1.95 38.64*** 2.52 50.18*** 1.58 31.81*** 2.85 52.12*** 
 Actor effect -0.04 ns 0.32 3.20** -0.06 ns 0.34 3.15*** 
 Partner effect -0.10 ns -0.03 ns -0.11 ns 0.01 ns 
Interaction effect for Actor*Gender 0.08 ns 0.00 ns 0.04 ns -0.06 ns 
Interaction effect for Partner*Gender -0.29 -2.19* -0.14 ns -0.22 ns -0.12 ns 
         
Openness   (CSH r = .24, p = .006) (CSH r = .22, p = .010) (CSH r = .43, p = .000) (CSH r = .22, p = .010) 
Husbands         
 Intercept 1.85 40.55*** 2.54 48.33*** 1.51 31.65*** 2.80 49.92*** 
 Actor effect -0.06 ns 0.19 ns -0.23 ns 0.34 2.02* 
 Partner effect 0.10 ns 0.27 ns 0.11 ns 0.45 2.68** 
Wives         
 Intercept 1.95 38.14*** 2.55 52.61*** 1.58 31.61*** 2.88 54.02*** 
 Actor effect -0.09 ns 0.69 4.72*** -0.08 ns 0.70 4.38*** 
 Partner effect -0.04 ns -0.23 ns -0.16 ns -0.05 ns 
Interaction effect for Actor*Gender -0.03 ns 0.50 2.28* 0.15 ns 0.36 ns 
Interaction effect for Partner*Gender -0.14 ns -0.49 -2.24* -0.27 ns -0.50 -2.09* 
(continued) 
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Variable NWHI PWHI NHWI PHWI 
β T β t β t β t 
Positive Social Relational Disposition  (CSH r = .23, p = .009) (CSH r = .23, p = .008) (CSH r = .44, p = .000) (CSH r = .27, p = .002) 
Husbands         
 Intercept 1.83 40.99*** 2.55 49.40*** 1.49 31.14*** 2.81 50.26*** 
 Actor effect -0.26 -2.22* 0.40 2.98** -0.19 ns 0.53 3.63*** 
 Partner effect 0.20 ns 0.07 ns 0.09 ns 0.11 ns 
Wives         
 Intercept 1.95 38.26*** 2.51 49.93*** 1.59 31.83*** 2.85 51.52*** 
 Actor effect -0.05 ns 0.43 3.31** -0.19 ns 0.42 2.97** 
 Partner effect -0.15 ns 0.06 ns -0.13 ns 0.09 ns 
Interaction effect for Actor*Gender 0.20 ns 0.03 ns 0.00 ns -0.11 ns 
Interaction effect for Partner*Gender -0.35 ns -0.01 ns -0.22 ns -0.02 ns 
         
Negative Social Relational Disposition  (CSH r = .29, p = .001) (CSH r = .25, p = .003) (CSH r = .48, p = .000) (CSH r = .30, p = .000) 
Husbands         
 Intercept 1.82 40.88*** 2.53 46.97*** 1.48 31.87*** 2.80 46.53*** 
 Actor effect 0.20 2.73** 0.12 ns 0.27 3.51** 0.04 ns 
 Partner effect -0.12 ns -0.00 ns -0.03 ns -0.02 ns 
Wives         
 Intercept 1.98 39.18*** 2.52 47.36*** 1.60 34.29*** 2.86 49.20*** 
 Actor effect 0.23 2.43* -0.07 ns 0.39 4.53*** -0.04 ns 
 Partner effect -0.08 ns 0.05 ns 0.04 ns -0.02 ns 
Interaction effect for Actor*Gender 0.03 ns -0.19 ns 0.12 ns -0.08 ns 
Interaction effect for Partner*Gender 0.04 ns 0.06 ns 0.07 ns -0.00 ns 
Note. n = 264 (132 couples). NWHI = Negative Work-Home Interaction; PWHI = Positive Work-Home Interaction; NHWI = Negative Home-
Work Interaction; PHWI = Positive Home-Work Interaction.  
*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. ns = not statistically significant.
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